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No. 3995-3Lab - 78 / 1793. — Io pursuance of the provision of section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act , 
1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947) the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award of the 
Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Faridabad , in respect of the dispute between the workman and the 
management of M / s U. Kay Builders Pvt . Ltd. , Mathura Road , Ballabgarh . 
BEFORE SHRI NATHU RAM SHARMA, PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL , TRIBUNAL, 

HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 12 of 1978 


between 


SHRI LAL CHAND , WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF M / S U. KAY 

BUILDERS PRIVATE LIMITED , MATHURA ROAD , BALLABGARH 
Present : 

Shri Hari Singh Yadav for the workman . 
Nemo for the management. 

AWARD 


By order No. 1D / 1401 , dated 13th Japuary , 1978 the Governor of Haryana , referred the follow 
ing disputes between the management of M /s U. Kay Builders Private Limited , Mathura Road , 
Ballabgarh and its workman Shri Lal Chand to this Tribunal, for adjudication , in exercise of the 
powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section (1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Whether the termination of services of Shri Lal Chand was justified and in order ? If not, 

to what relief is he entitled ? 


On receipt of the order of reference , notices were issuod to the parties. Both the parties have 
been served with notice . The workman appeared but the managemcot did not appear . Ex parte 
proceedings were ordered against the management and the case was fixed for ex parte evidence of the 
workman . The workman examined himsclf as his own witness who stated that the management termi 
nated his service illegally without any fault , without charge -sheeting the workman concerned . I believe 
in the statement of the workman . 


1, therefore , give my award as follows : 
That the termination of services of the workman concerned was neither justified nor ja 

order . He is entitled to reinstatement with continuity of service and with full back 
wages . 

NATHU RAM SHARMA, 
The 30th March , 1978. 

Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 


No. 300 , dated the 31st March , 1978 . 


Forwarded (four copies) to the Secretary to Government, Haryana , Labour and Employment 
Lepartments, Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

NATHU RAM SHARMA, 
The 31st March , 1978 . 

Prcriding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad 


No. 4008-3 Lab - 78 / 1795 .-- In pursuance of the provision of section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act , 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947) the Governor of Haryana is 
pleased to publish the following award of the Presiding Officer , Industrial Tribunal, Faridabad 
in respect of the dispute between the workmen and the management of M /s Popular Rubber 
Mills, Rasoi (Sonepat). 
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BEFORE SHRI NATHU RAM SHARMA , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL , HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 167 of 1974 


between 


THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF M /S POPULAR RUBBER 

MILLS, RASOI (SONEPAT) 


Present : 


Nemo for the workmen . 


Shri C.R. Gulati for the management . 


AWARD 


By order No, ID /RK /117- B -74 / 36203, dated 31st October , 1974 , the Governor of 
Haryana , referred the following dispute between the management of M /s Popular Rubber 
Mills, Rasoi (Sonepat) and its workman , to this Tribunal, for adjudication , in exercise of 
the puwers conferred by clause (d ), sub -section (1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. 


Whether the retrenchment of the wrokmen mentioned in annexure A is justified 

and in order ? If not, to what rlief are they entitled ? 
On receipt of the order of reference notices were issued to the parties. The parties 
appeared and filed their pleidings . On the pleadings of the parties, the following issues 
were fra ned by my learned predecessor on 4th June, 1975 : 

(1) Wnether the present reference is bad in law for the reasons given in preli 

minary objection No. 1 of the written statement ? 


(2 ) Whether the workmen concerned have settled their claim and roceived their 

full dues as alleged in preliminary objection No. 2 of the written statement ? 
( 3) Whether the retrenchment of the wrokmen mentioned in the annexure A is 

justified and in order ? If not, to what relief are they entitled ? 


The representative for the workmen had not appeared and my learned predecessor 
had given an exparte award . On the application of the workmen the exparte award was 
set-aside and the case was ordered to proceed on merits . Thereafter the parties appeared 
several times and finally the workmen did not appear on 10th February , 1978. Then the 
workmen were ordered to be proceeded against exparte and the case was fixed for the exparte 
evidence of the management. The management examined ShriMohan Lal Goyal, Manager 
of the factory as M.W.I who stated that the management had received demand notice 
Exhibit M.1 , and no other demand notice was received by the management. For the first 
time, the management retrenched the workmen on 6th April, 1973 and had paid their dues 
upto 7th April , 1973. Then they cancelled their retrenchment ] notice and again issued 
retrenchment notice on 11th June , 1973 and paid to the workmon their dues upto 12th June , 
1973 by money order . The management did not receive any demand notice regarding the 
retrenchment, dated 11th / 12th June, 1973. The workmen gave to them 

them Exhibit M. 2 . 
thumb -marked and signed . Money order had been received by the workmen . Exhibit M.2 
was thumb-marked and signed in his presence . The management closed their case . I have 
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gone through the evidence and have heard the arguments of the management . Exhibit M.2 
reads that the workmen had received all their dues after retrenchment and they also received 
their bonus for the years 1972-73 and 1973-74 and that they had then no claim against the 
management. Exhibit M.2 is signed and thumb-marked by more than 40 workmen . 
In view of the exparte evidence of the management, I have come to the conclusion that the 
retrenchment of the workmen mentioned in annexure A to the order of reference was justi 
fied and in order. I, therefore, give my award as follows : 

That the retrenchment of the workmen mentioned in annexure A was justified 

and in order in view of the fact that the management had cancelled their 
previous retrenchment notice and paid to the workmen all their legal dues 
up to a day after the date of the retrenchment notice . The workmen are 
not entitled to any reljef . 


The 17th March , 1978 . 


NATHU RAM SHARMA , 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad , 


No. 283 , dated 31st March , 1978 . 


Forwarded (four copies) to the Secretary to Government, Haryana, Labour and 
Employment Departments , Chandigarh , as required under Section 15 of the Industrial Dis 
putes Act , 1947 . 


The 31st March , 1978 . 


NATHU RAM SHARMA , 


Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, 

Faridabad . 


No. 4007-3Lab -77/1797.- In pursuance of the provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of Haryana, is pleased to publish the following award of the 
Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Faridabad , in respect of the dispute betweco the workman and 
the management of M /s. Dev Cinema , Mehrauli Road , Gurgaon . 
BEFORE SHRI NATHU RAM SHARMA, PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 

HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 143 of 1977 


between 


SHRI MANOHAR LAL, WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF M /S : DEV 

CINEMA, MEHRAULI ROAD , GURGAON 


Present : 


Nemo for the workman . 


Nemo for the management. 


AWARD 


By order No. ID /GG /275-77 /39231, dated 8th September , 1977 , the Governor of Haryana , referred the 
following dispute between the management of M /s. Dev Cinema, Mehrauli Road , Gurgaon and its workman Shri 
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Manohar Lal, to this Tribunal, for adjudication in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub - section (1) 
of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 : 


Whether the termination of services of Shri Manohar Lal was justified and in order ? If not, 

to what relief is he entitled ? 


was 


On receipt of the order of reference , notices were issued to the parties. The parties appeared . 
The representative for the 

management filed settlement which 

denied by the 
representative for the workman . The case was fixed for filing written statement by the management on 
16th March , 1976. On 16th March , 1976 neither party appeared . It is a case of dismissal in default. 
The workman concerned does not seem to be interested in pursuing his dispute . I, therefore, give my 
award as follows : 


in order . 


That the termination of services of the workman concerned was justified and 

He is not entitled to any relief . 


Dated the 17th March , 1978 . 


NATHU RAM SHARMA , 


Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad , 


No. 281, dated the 31st March , 1978. 


Forwarded ( four copies), to the Secretary to Government, Haryana, Labour and Employment Depart 
ments, Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


Dated the 31st March , 1978. 


NATHU RAM SHARMA, 


Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 


No. 4004-3Lab- 78 /1799. - In pursuance of the provision of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of Haryana is pleased 
to publish the following award of the Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Faridabad , in 
respect of the dispute between the workman and the management of M /s D.G.L. Pvt. Ltd., 
Mathura Road , Faridabad . 


BEFORE SHRI NATHU RAM SHARMA, PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL , HARYANA, FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 76 of 1975 


between 


SHRI MUKHTIAR AHMED , WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF 
M /S D.G.L. PRIVATE LIMITED , MATHURA ROAD , 

FARIDABAD 


Present, 


Shri Darshan Singh , for the workman . 


Shri Y.H , Dewan , for the management. 
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AWARD 
By order No., ID /FD /74/39076 , dated 4th December, 1975 the Governor of Haryana , 
referred the following dispute between the management of M /s D.G.L. Private Limited , 
Mathura Road , Faridabad and its workman Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed to this Tribunal, for 
adjudication , in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section (1) of section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ; 

Whether the transfer of Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed was justified and in order ? If 

not, to what felief is he entitled ? 


On receipt of the order of reference notices were issued to the parties. The parties 
appeared and filed their pleadings. On the pleadings of the parties the following issues were 
framed by my learned predecessor on 10th November, 1975 : 

(1) Whether Shri Darshan Singh is not legally competent to file the statement of 

claim on behalf of the workman and as such the statement of claim filed by 

hjm is illegal ? 
(2 ) Whether it was necessary for the workman to raise a demand directly on the 

management in respect of the dispute giving rise to the reference ? 
( 3 ) If yes , whether the workman actually raised the demand on the management 

directly and the later rejected it before the matter was taken to the 

Conciliation Officer ? 
(4 ) Whether it was legally necessary for the other workman to espouse the demand 

giving rise to this reference ? 
(5) If yes, whether the demand has actually been espoused by substantial number 

of reference ? 
(6 ) Whether the transfer of Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed was justified and in order ? 

If not , to what relief is he entitled ? 


The case . was fixed for the evidence of the management. The mangement examined 
five witnesses . Shri M.B. Misra M.W. 1 stated that he was General Secretary of 
D.G.L. Workers Union and no worker authorised Shri Darshan Singh to raise demand 
and other workmen has also been transferred to Delhi. This union is not registered , 
He admitted that previously also demands were raised by Shri Darshan Singh , President 
Faridabad Engineering Workers Union and the letter of authority in favour of Shri Darshan 
Singh bore his signatures . He, however , stated that his signatures were obtained on blank 
paper. He also admitted that there were 10/11 other signatures when he signed . M.W. 3 
Shri Harbans Lal stated that two more workmen had been transferred to Delhi after 
the transfer of Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed . He proved some documents . M.W. 3 Labour 
Officer -cum - Conciliation Officer proved some documnets and the copy of the conciliation 
proceedings. M.W. 4 Shri Joginder Singh also stated that no workman authorised 
Shri Darshan Singh to raise the demand and that there was a union named as D.G.L. 
Workers Union but he admitted that union was not registered and did not bring 
any record relating to that union . M.W. 5 Shri Chaman Lal Puri , Store Supervisor 
stated that other workers were also transferred to Delhi. In cross , examination he stated 
that he had not brought any appointment Ictter of the workman concerned , nor liad brought 
the orders of transfer of Shri Mukhtiar Ajmed from Delh to Faridabad . The management 
closed their case . 

Then the case was fixed for the evidence of the workman . The workman examined 
Shri Vishan Dass , an Assistant in the office of the Labour Commissioner, Haryana , 
Chandigarh who had brought record . He tendered in evidence the lctter of 
authority which bore the signatures of the workman concerned by which Shri Darshan 
Singh was authorised to represent the workman in the dispute. The workman also examined 
himself as W.W. 2 who stated that there were demands for bonus and he was an active trade 
unionist and a member of Faridabad Engineering Workers Union which is a registered 
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one and he was a Secretary of D.G.L. Branch of that Union . The management coerced the 
worker in different ways, even the management had brought police to supress the workman . 
The management got cases registered against him under section 323 IPC and under section 
107 and 151 Cr.P.C. in which he was acquitted . The management then held an enquiry but 
they were taken back in service in consideration of withdrawing their demands. He also 
proved certain documents . 


I have gone through all the evidence of the parties oral as well as documentary . 
I have heard the parties at length . The management have also filed written arguments 
which I have considered . I now give my findings issuewise . 


Issue No. 1 


There is Exhibit W.1 . hearing signatures of about 37 workmen which is a letter of 
authority authorising Shri Darshan Singh , President, Faridabad Engineering Workers Union 
and Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed to represent the workmen . Exhibit W. 4 is the demand notice 
by Mukhtiar Ahmed clo Shri Darshan Singh , President, Faridabad Engineering Workers 
Union . Exhibit W. 6 is a report of the Conciliation Officer mentioning the name of Shri 
Darshan Singh with his office and his union , its copy also addressed to Shri Darshan Singh . 
Exhibit W. 5, is the conciliation proceedings in which Shri Darshan Singh has participated . 
Moreover , Exhibit MZ is the receipt of subscription received from members of Faridabad 
Workers Union . Moreover , there are two registers of 

Faridabad Engineering 
Workers Union relating to D.G.L. branch in which proceedings and minutes are recorded 
There is overwhelming evidence to support the finding that Shri Darshan Singh is legally 
competent to file the stateinent of claim . I, therefore, decide this issue against the 
management, 


Issue No. 2 


The workman has raised the demand directly with the management. The demand 
notice received along with the order of reference is addressed to the management. It is 
Exhibit W. 7. Exhibit W. 4. is also a demand notice addressed to the management, even 
conciliation proceedings have taken place. Exhibit M.5 is a copy of reply by the management 
to the demand notice of Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed presented to the Labour-cum -Conciliation 
Officer . Exhibit M. 3 is also likewise , Exhibit M. 1 is information from Labour Officer 
cum -Conciliation Officer to the management. Exhibit M.2 is also demand notice addressed 
to the management. The management have taken frivolous plea in this matter. I, therefore , 
decide issue No. 2 in favour of the workman . Although it was notnecessary for the work 
man to raise the demand directly on the managementas per the pronouncement of law on this 
point by the Hon ble the Punjab and Haryana High Court but still the workman rased the 
demand directly on the management. 


Issue No. 3 


I have discussed the evidence on this issue under issue No. 2 also. It is proved by 
overwhelmining evidence documentary . That the workman raised the demand on the 
management directly and the management has taken frivolous plea on this point also . 
Exhibit W. 8. is signed by 37 workmen . I, therefore , decide issue No. 3 in favour of the 
workman . 


Issue No. 4 


In the order of reference the workman concerned has been described as clo Presi 
dent , Faridabad Engineering Workers Union , although demand notice has been given by 
the President of this Union . But the workman have authorised the President of this Union . 
Moreover the letter of authority in favour of the President of the union is by 37 workers 
of the management and it is evident that Shri Darshan Singh , President of the union has been 
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authorised to represent the workman in this case . Moreover Exhibit W. 4. the demand notice 
has been given by the workman concerned himself bearing the signature to the management 
and his address has been given as C / o Darhsan Singh , President, Faridabad Engineering 
Workers Union . I find that there was no necessity of espousal by other workmen but still 
I found espousal by substantial number of workmen . The management has only argued 
that after the withdrawal of the first demand notice, the demand notice , dated 20th June , 1975 
was under the signatures of Shri Darshan Singh , President of the Union and therefore , es 
pousal is necessary . The management themselves have argued that demand notice, dated 
20th May, 1974 was undzr Section 2 - A of the Industrial Disputes Act. I do not find any 
force in this argument of the management . Shri Darshan Singh has authority to raise the 
demand . I, therefore , decide issue No. 4 in favour of the workman . It is an individual 
dispute and not of a general nature and effects only the workman concerned and not others. 
Issue No. 5 . 

I have discussed the evidence on this issue under issue No. 4 also and have held that 
there is an espousal by substantial number of workmen . On page 13 of the minutes book of 
the union , I find a resolution of the working committee which is sufficient espousal of the 
dispute by the union . This register is Exhibit MY. This resolution reads that if the manage 
ment does not cancel the transfer of Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed then demand notice be sent to the 
management along with its copy to the Conciliation Officer and authority letter be given to 
Shri Darshan Singh to fight the case . I decide issue No. 5 also in favour of the workman , 
Issue No. 6 . 

On this issue M.W. 2 has stated that two other workmen were transferred after the 
transfer of the wrokman concerned and they did not raise any dispute . M.W. 5 has also 
stated that the other two workmen transferred to Delhi did not raise any dispute. M.W. 1, 
M.W. 3 , M.W. 4 are silent on this issue . There is no documentary evidence produced by 
the management which entitled them to transfer the workman concerned . Even the letter of 
appointment has not been produced by the management. Terms of service giving a right 
to the management to transfer the workman concerned has not been proved . If several 
years back the management send the workman concerned from Delhi to Faridabad on the 
request of the workman concerned , it does not give them any right to transfer the workman 
concerned , If other workmen who were transferred after the transfer of the workman 
concerned did not raise any dispute , it does not mean that the management had a right to 
transfer the workman concerned . The management has utterly failed to prove this issue . 
Moreover it is in evidence that the workman concerned was an active trade unionist and was 
raising and supporting the demand of the workman and was an office bearer of the union 
and then there were feelings between the management and the workman on that account 
which went to that extent that criminal cases were prosecuted by the management and domestic 
enquiry was held against the workman 

workman concerned . It seems that the management 
victimised the workman concerned for his trade union activities by transferring him from 
Faridabad to Delhi at a time when trade union activities were in progress relating to the 
demand of the workman . I, decide this issue against the management. I find that this is a 
case of victimisation of the workman for his trade union activities which is a right of the 
workman . I, therefore , give my award as follows : 


That the transfer of the workman concerned Shri Mukhtiar Ahmed was neither 
justified nor in order. _He is entitled to be compensated if and what he has suffered by this 
unjustified transfer. The management shall also pay the cost of this litigation to the work 
man concerned . I assess the cost at Rs. 200 only as the reference has proceeded for more 
than two years . 


Dated the 30th March , 1978 . 


NATHU RAM SHARMA, 

Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 
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No. 289 , dated 31st Marhc, 1978 . 


Forwarded (four copies ) to the Secretary to Government, Haryana , Labour and 
Employment Departments , Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the Industrial Dis 
putes Act, 1947 . 


Dated the 31st March , 1978. 


NATHU RAM SHARMA , 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad , 
No. 4005-3L4b - 78 / 1801.-- In pursuance of the provision of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947 ) , the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following 
award of the Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Faridabad , in respect of the dispute between the 
workmen and the management of M /s A and į Main and Company Engineers Pvt. Ltd., Sector 
6 , Faridabad . 
BEFORE SHRI, NATHU RAM SHARMA , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL , HARYANA , FARIDABAD 
Reference No. 40 of 1978 

between 
SHRI BHAGWANT SWARUP GARG , WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF 
M / S A & J MAN AND COMPANY , ENGINEERS PRIVATE LIMITED , 

SECTOR 6 , FARIDABAD 
Present. 

None, for the workman . 
Shri R. C. Sharma, for the management . 

AWARD 
By order No. ID /FD /395-77 /6669 , dated the 13th February, 1978 , the Governor of Haryana , 
referred be following dispute between the management of M /s A & J Main and Company Engineers 
Private Limited , Sector 6 , Faridabad and the workman Shri Bhagwant Swarıp Garg , to this Tribunal , 
for adjudication , in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d ) sub- section (1) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Whether the termination of services of Shri Bhagwant Swarup Garg was justified and in order ? 

If not, to what relief is he entitled ? 
On receipt of the order of reference, notices were issued to the parties . The representative 
for themanagement appeared. None appeared for the workman . The representative for the manage 
ment gave a statement that the workman concerned has died . The management shall pay 
of Rs 700 to the family of the workman concerned as ex gratia . 

I , therefore , give my award as follows : 
That the workman concerned has died . No further question remains to be decided . 

Although the management shall pay a sum of Rs 700 only to the family of the 
workman as ex gratia . 

NATHU RAM SHARMA, 


a 


sum 


Dated the 27th March , 1978 . 


Presiding OfficeHaryana, 


Jadustrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 


No. 280 , dated the 31st March , 1978 . 
Forwarded (four copies) to the Secretary to Government, Haryana , Labour and Employment 
Department, Chandigarh , as required under Section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

NATHU RAM SHARMA , 
Dited th : 31st March , 1978 . 

Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal , Haryana, 

Faridabad . 


